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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

Ji^minn^f ^k" ^ ° onc ^ e u with one or ™re claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. a««ncuy 

Claims 1-13 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "candidate group" in claim 1-13 and 15 - 18 is not clear, which 
renders the claim indefinite. The term "candidate group" is riot defined by the . 
claim or specification and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
appraised of the scope of the invention. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 

EE 8 ? ?.. m , akm £ and USin9 in Such fu "' clear ' concise - an d «** terms as to enab e anv 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connoted to make 

t hi^nSr Sha " ** ^ ** ^ "^tnptaW by 



Claims 19 - 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. 

The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, 
or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. In 
the claim, How can the suggested "character" be "accepted"? When is the 
second comparison met since the second comparison compares to a string, 



words and rules? What are the rules? And in the third comparison, how does a 
character get compared to context, structure and language? Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Since the scope of claims 19-21 cannot be determined, prior art cannot 
be compared to these claims to evaluate whether or not they are patentable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed of described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill iii the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1 - 13 arid 15 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Graver et al. in view of Yu et al. 

Graver et al. teaches a keyboard arrangement (Fig. 1 ) including several 
keys (202) for inputting characters by pressing the keys (See Fig. 1 , 202), the 
keyboard arrangement comprising: a processor (604) operable to perform a first 
comparison of the first candidate group of characters to a storage of words of a 
defined language and to accept one of the characters of the first candidate group 
of characters as a desired character if the first comparison is successful, wherein 
the processor is further operable to automatically perform a second comparison 
of a second candidate group of characters candidate to the set of stored words if 
the first comparison is unsuccessful, where the second character group includes 
a second character of the predetermined characters related to the pressed key. 



However, Graver et al. doesn't teach a keyboard arrangement comprising means 
for detecting alternative sectional distributions of pressure on the at least one key 
as recited in claims 1 , 4, 5, 7, 1 2 and 1 8, triangular shaped keys for a keyboard 
as recited in claim 6, the keyboard arrangement having the keys to form two rows 
are interlaced as recited in claim 8, the keys form a first row of keys and a 
second row of keys as recited in claim 9. 

Yu et al. teaches a keyboard arrangement (Fig. 3) comprising, at least one key 
actuable in at least two different ways depending on a pressure distribution 
thereon, means for detecting alternative sectional distributions of pressure on the 
at least one key. Yu et al. teaches a keyboard arrangement (Fig. 3) having 
means for detecting alternative sectional distributions of pressure comprise at 
least two (B and T) pressure sensitive and or touch sensitive detectors attached 
to different locations of the key, a keyboard arrangement (Fig. 3) characterized 
that said means for detecting alternative sectional distributions of pressure - 
comprise a movement sensitive detector attached to the key, a keyboard 
arrangement (Fig. 1 ) that has a key in triangular shape or has three arms, a 
keyboard arrangement having keys form two rows (Fig. 2) of keys and the keys 
of the two rows are interlaced, a keyboard arrangement (Fig. 2) characterized 
that the keys form a first row of keys and a second row of keys, the two rows of 
keys comprising three rows of characters marked on the keys, wherein the 
upmost row of characters is marked to the first row of keys, the middle row of 
characters is marked alternately to the first and the second row of keys and the 
lowest row of characters is marked to the second row of keys. 



With respect to claim 1 , 4, 5, 7, 12 and 18, it would be obvious to modify the 
keyboard arrangement of Grover et al. to have a keyboard arrangement 
comprising, means for detecting alternative sectional distributions of pressure on 
the at least one key as taught by Yu et al. to more efficiently arrange the different 
letters or alphabets used in the computer. 

With respect to claim 6, it would be obvious to modify the keyboard arrangement 
of Grover et al. to have a keyboard arrangement having a triangular shaped keys 
for a keyboard as taught by Yu et al. to more efficiently arrange the different 
letters or alphabets used in the computer. 

With respect to claim 8, it would be obvious to modify the keyboard arrangement 
of Grover et al. to have a keyboard arrangement having a keyboard arrangement 
having the keys to form two rows are interlaced as taught by Yu et al. to more 
efficiently arrange" the different letters or alphabets used in the computer. 
With respect to claim 9, it would be obvious to modify the keyboard arrangement 
of Grover et al. to have a keyboard arrangement having the keys form a first row 
of keys and a second row of keys as taught by Yu et al. to more efficiently 
arrange the different letters or alphabets used in the computer. 
With respect to claim 2, Grover et al. teaches a keyboard (Fig. 1 ) arrangement 
wherein the first and second comparisons include performing linguistic 
disambiguation (See col. 4 lines 15-25). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Grover et al. teaches a keyboard (Fig. 1 ) characterized 
in that it is a keyboard of a computer. 



With respect to claim 1 5, Grover et al. teaches a method in accordance wherein 
comparing the character strings (See col. 4 lines 1 5-65) to the stored words 
comprises applying an algorithm based on comparison with known vocabulary, 
probability of successive characters, frequency of words in language, sentence 
structure, topic and/or paragraph text. 

With respect to claims 3 and 16, a keyboard arrangement characterized in that it 

is substantially a QWERTY-keyboard, QWERTY-keyboard would be obvious 

because it is the standard type keyboard used for typing. 

With respect to claim 1 0, having the keyboard as a keyboard for a mobile station 

would be obvious because all keyboards mobile to a certain degree. 

With respect to claim 1 7, having a method wherein at least one key is pressed in 

one of at least two alternative ways on a mobile station would be obvious 

because it would be more efficiently arrange the different letters or alphabets on 

the mobile station. 

With respect to claim 1 8, Grover et al. teaches a method wherein the key is on a 
computer (Fig. 1). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed January 22, 2004 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. Specifically, Grover et al. teaches a keyboard having 
a disambiguation means for processing the comparison of characters of a 
defined language. And Grover et al. apparatus teaches a means for comparison 
of a character to a storage of words once the word is entered. 



Also, Applicant has not clearly defined over the 112 first paragraph 
rejection of claims 19 - 22. In the claim, How can the suggested "character be 
"accepted"? When is the second comparison met since the second comparison 
compares to a string, words and rules? What are the rules? And in the third 
comparison how does a character get compared to a sentence context, syntax, 
structure and language? 

With respect to applicant's arguments regarding the 1 1 2(2), the term 
"group" is indefinite. Applicant's meaning is incompatible to the ordinary 
definition. A "group" cannot only be one member. 

With respect to applicant's argument about "the reference does not teach a 
comparison of a character to words", it does. The applied art of Graver et al. 
does teach a comparison of " at least one character candidate " to stored words 
because once a key is typed and selections of words are seen on the screen, 
that's when the comparison are done (See col. 1 1 , lines 23 - 29). The operation 
of Graver et al. using the "select" key to delete words that will not be used is only 
after the comparison is done. There would not be a selection process unless 
there was a list of words compared to carry out the selection. 
The comparison of character to words meets the limitation because in order for 
the words to be chosen to be seen on the screen, a comparison of characters 
would have been done so that a set of chosen words that fit the character range 
can be displayed. 

Also, Yu et al. teaches a keyboard having at least two pressure sensitive 
detectors for detecting the contacts for the letter to be typed. This meets the 



claimed invention since the letters are located at different Ideations on the 
keypad in order to detect which letter is being pressed. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Marvin P. Crenshaw whose telephone 
number is (571) 272-2158. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - 
Thursday 7:00 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Andrew Hirshfeld can be reached on (571) 272-2168. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll- 
free). 
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